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BEFORE THE

Federal Communications Commission
WASHINGTON, D.C.

In the Matter of

Applications for Consent to the
Transfer of Control of Licenses
and Section 214 Authorizations from

AMERITECH CORPORATION,
Transferor

to

SBC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
Transferee

CC Docket No. 98-141

JOINT COMMENTS OF WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
AND TELIGENT, INC.

WinStar Communications, Inc. ("WinStar") and Teligent, Inc.

(IITeligent") hereby submit their Joint Comments in the above­

captioned proceeding. 1

I. INTRODUCTION

When initially proposing the concept of attaching conditions

to the approval of a merger between SBC and Ameritech, Chairman

Kennard asked the companies to demonstrate how the merger would

improve overall consumer welfare and encourage competition in all

I .. k 2te ecommunlcatlons mar ets. If residential and commercial

1

2

Applications for Consent to the Transfer of Control of
Licenses and Section 214 Authorizations from Ameritech
Corporation, Transferor, to SBC Communications Inc.,
Transferee, CC Docket No. 98-141, Public Notice, DA 99-1305
(reI. July I, 1999).

Letter from William E. Kennard, Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission to Richard C. Notebaert, Chairman



consumers in multi-tenant buildings are to enjoy the innovation

and lower prices associated with competitive facilities-based

options in telecommunications services, competitive facilities-

based providers must have access to intra-building wiring. Thus,

SBC/Ameritech elected to address this issue in response to

Chairman Kennard's challenge.

At almost the same time, the Commission issued a Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking regarding the promotion of competitive

networks in local telecommunications markets reflecting the

Commission's understanding of the importance of building access

issues facing CLECs now. This is especially true in light of the

fact that the Commission acknowledged in the NPRM that lithe

prospects for facilities-based competition in the near term are

especially great from providers that can avoid the need to

duplicate the incumbent LECs' costly wireline networks ... by

using wireless technology. 11
3

Competitive providers most in need of access to intra-

building wiring are those that least depend on the ILEC for other

components of their networks, i.e., those that do not rely on the

current list of UNEs, UNE-Ps, or resale. As the Commission has

and CEO, Ameritech Corporation and Edward E. Whitacre, Jr.,
Chairman and CEO, SBC Communications Inc., dated April 1,
1999.

3 Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local
Telecommunications Markets, WT Docket No. 99-217, Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking and Notice of Inquiry in WT Docket No.
99-217 and Third Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC
Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-141 at , 5 (rel. July 7,
1999) ("Competitive Networks NPRM") .
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noted on numerous occasions, meaningful, sustained competition to

the ILECs depends on the availability of facilities-based

competitive service offerings and the ability of all end users to

obtain these services. Without access to intra-building wiring,

tenants in MTEs will not have such services available to them.

Any conditions imposed upon SBC and Ameritech should be

consistent with the Commission's efforts in the Competitive

Networks NPRM. As the Commission stated therein, competition

must benefit all consumers, including businesses and residents,

4regardless of whether they own or rent property. Therefore,

should the Commission consider conditions that bear on the

necessary steps to promote competition in the SBC/Ameritech

region in connection with the proposed merger, it ought to ensure

that those conditions significantly enhance the ability of

competitors to access intra-building wiring in multi-tenant

buildings.

Teligent and WinStar have described at length to the

Commission the need for a single point of demarcation at a multi-

tenant building's minimum point of entry ("MPOE") and the need to

facilitate the ability of CLECs to access and use existing intra-

building wiring for providing competitive telecommunications

services. 5 The SBC/Ameritech proposals with regard to intra-

4

5

Id. at , 6.

See Implementation of Section 703(e) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996: Amendment of the
Commission's Rules and Policies Governing Pole Attachments,
CS Docket No. 97-151, Comments of Teligent (filed Sept. 26,
1997); Comments of WinStar (filed Sept. 26, 1997); Reply
Comments of Teligent (filed Oct. 21, 1997); Reply Comments
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building wiring, i.e., their so-called "access to cabling"

section, fail to accomplish the Commission's goals, as expressed

by Chairman Kennard, in attaching meaningful, pro-competitive

conditions to an approval of the pending merger. 6 By no means

can the SBC/Ameritech proposals for access to MTE intra-building

wiring be relied upon as a serious attempt to eliminate or reduce

any barrier to facilities-based competition. In fact, the

proposals amount to little more than a commitment to comply with

existing regulatory obligations in one commercial building in one

city in all of the SBC/Ameritech region. If the Commission,

after its investigation is complete, believes the merger requires

conditional approval to meet the public interest, then the

conditions should be real, not illusory.

II. ANY CONDITIONS RELATING TO INTRA-BUILDING WIRING ADOPTED BY
THE COMMISSION SHOULD REQUIRE IMMEDIATE AND MEANINGFUL
ACCESS.

SBC and Ameritech propose to institute trials after the

merger closing date which will provide CLECs with access at a

single point of interface to the cabling in five MDUs and one MTU

that SBC/Ameritech controls in its region. 7 SBC/Ameritech

of WinStar (filed Oct. 21, 1997); Petition for
Reconsideration of Teligent (filed April 13, 1998); Comments
of WinStar communications, Inc. Supporting and Opposing
Petitions for Reconsideration (filed May 12, 1998); Reply to
Oppositions to the Petition for Reconsideration and
Clarification of Teligent (filed May 22, 1998); see also
Commission Actions Critical to the Promotion of Efficient
Local Exchange Competition, CCBPol 97-9, Comments of
Teligent(filed Aug. 11, 1997); Recommendations of WinStar
Communications, Inc. (filed Aug. 11, 1997).

6

7

See SBC/Ameritech Proposed Conditions, Section XVIII.

See ide at ~ 57.
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propose to delay even beginning these severely limited trials

until six months after the merger closing date and will not fully

deploy the trials until an entire year after the closing date.

The trials will only last one year. 8 In addition, SBC/Arneritech

proposes a three year commitment when it is hired to wire newly

constructed or retrofitted "single-building MOUs or . . multi-

tenant business premises," in a manner that will permit CLECs a

single point of interface, unless a property owner objects. 9 The

parties also commit to providing a single point of interface for

CLECs in newly constructed and retrofitted buildings, where they

I h bl f h . d 10own or contro t e ca es, or a tree year perlo .

As explained in further detail below, many of the proposed

conditions are already requirements with which SBC/Arneritech must

comply. For those conditions not already required of

SBC/Arneritech, the implementation of such conditions by other

BOCS suggests that the conditions are readily and technically

feasible. If the Commission finds intra-building wiring access

conditions to be in the public interest, then SBC/Arneritech's

plan to delay implementation of these conditions until a year

after the merger would not be acceptable.

The more appropriate approach would require SBC/Arneritech to

locate the demarcation point for all multi-tenant buildings in

which it maintains a presence at the MPOE and to permit CLEC

8

9

10

SBC/Arneritech Proposed Conditions at , 58.

-5-



interfaces at that point. To be effective, such a condition

should be required prior to approval of the merger for the entire

SBC/Ameritech region, and it should not be subject to sunset

provisions. The immediate compliance requirement would give the

parties the necessary incentive to cooperate with interested

CLECs and to quickly institute these new procedures so that they

can proceed with the merger. Indeed, this is particularly

important given SBC's poor record in satisfying post-merger

conditions in other transactions. 11

III. MANY OF THE ACCESS CONDITIONS PROPOSED BY SBC/AMERITECH ARE
ALREADY REQUIRED.

Some of the intra-building wiring conditions proposed by

SBC/Ameritech are already required by State or federal law. The

proposal to limit implementation of these existing requirements

to a limited trial may actually worsen the competitive

environment and give the impression that SBC/Ameritech may

arguably be relieved from requirements they currently have.

For example, the provision of access to intra-building

conduit and rights-of-way is already required by the Act.

Teligent and WinStar have consistently maintained that Section

224 requires utilities -- including incumbent LECs such as SBC

and Ameritech -- to provide access to cabling that they own or

11 See SBC Communications. Inc., Order, FCC 99-153 (rel. June
28, 1999) (The Commission entered into a Consent Decree with
SBC and terminated an informal investigation into potential
violations by SBC of Sections 271 and 272 of the
Communications Act, as well as possibly inaccurate
statements made to the Commission by SBC employees regarding
the SBC/SNET merger.).

-6-



control within multi-tenant buildings. An ILEC's intra-building

wiring and the space that the ILEC equipment occupies represent

utility conduit and rights-of-way to which Section 224 grants

telecommunications carrier access.

The Commission's recently released Competitive Networks NPRM

tentatively concludes that Teligent's and WinStar's

interpretation of the Act is correct. The Commission notes that

"the inclusion within Section 224 of rights-of-way that a utility

'controls,' as well as 'owns,' suggests that rights-of-way over

private property owned by a third party were intended to be

included. "12 It goes on to "tentatively conclude that the

obligations of utilities under section 224 encompass in-building

conduit, such as riser conduit, that may be owned or controlled

b 'I' 13Y a utl lty." If the Commission adopts its tentative

conclusion, the intra-building wiring conditions proposed by

SBC/Ameritech will amount to the same requirement with which all

utilities must comply.

SBC/Ameritech also propose "to negotiate, upon a CLEC's

request, regarding access to those buildings used in a trial

after the conclusion of that trial. "14 Limiting the negotiations

to those buildings used in a trial would result in RBOC

cooperation in achieving access to just one commercial building

for CLECs in the entire SBC/Ameritech region. Hence, such a

12

13

14

Competitive Networks NPRM at ~ 41.

Id. at , 44.

SBC/Ameritech Proposed Conditions at ~ 57(f).
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condition does not advance the goal of promoting local exchange

competition.

Moreover, some States already provide for CLEC access to

multi-tenant buildings. For example, in Texas, nondiscriminatory

telecommunications carrier access to multi-tenant buildings is

already required statewide. 1S The California Public Utilities

Commission required Pacific Bell to establish the demarcation

point in multi-tenant buildings at the MPOE and to convey

16ownership of intra-building wiring to the building owner.

Hence, the condition requiring SBC/Ameritech to negotiate with

CLECs for access to multi-tenant buildings is illusory in Texas

and California.

IV. THE INTRA-BUILDING WIRING CONDITIONS PROPOSED BY
SBC/AMERITECH ARE MEANINGLESS.

Access to intra-building wiring is critical for the

facilities-based delivery of competitive telecommunications

options to consumers in multi-tenant buildings. The

SBC/Ameritech proposals pay lip service to this crucial component

of facilities-based interconnection and the details and schedule

15

16

See Texas Public Utility Regulatory Act §§ 54.259 and
54.260, implemented by Texas Public Utility Commission
Project No. 18000.

Moreover, Pacific Bell is already required to make available
to competitors vacant space in existing entrance facilities,
such as conduit, into commercial buildings up to the MPOE.
The California PUC determined that this would allow CLECs
"to gain access to building cellars, telephone closets, and
network interconnection devices in such buildings." Order
Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion Into
Competition for Local Exchange Service, R.95-04-043j 1.95­
04-044, Decision 98-10-058, slip Ope at 99 (Cal. PUC, Oct.
22,1998).
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for implementation reveal an almost cynical disregard for the

pro-competitive goals of the Commission. In short, the intra-

building wiring proposals of SBC/Ameritech are woefully

inadequate and meaningless.

There exists no legitimate basis for SBC/Ameritech's

trepidation in implementing a single point of interface ("SPOI")

within multi-tenant buildings. The concept is hardly

revolutionary. Indeed, within SBC's own region, it currently is

required to maintain the functional equivalent -- it must locate

the demarcation point at the MPOE in all multi-tenant buildings

. C l'f . 17ln a 1 ornla. Moreover, other BOCs are required to do the

same. The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission also requires

location of the demarcation point at the MPOE. 18 The Nebraska

Public Service Commission recently required U S WEST to provide,

upon request, the ability for a CLEC to interconnect with intra-

building wiring at the MPOE of a building and to use such wiring

to serve tenants. 19 And, of course, the Commission's own rules

17

18

19

See Pacific Bell, Applications 85-01-0034, 87-01-002,
Decision 92-01-023, 43 CPUC 2d 115 (Cal. PUC, reI. Jan. 10,
1992) .

In the Matter of the Deregulation of the Installation and
Maintenance of Inside Wiring based on the Second Report and
Order in FCC Docket 79-105 Released February 24, 1986,
Docket Nos. P-999/CI-86-747 and P-421/C-86-743, Order, 1986
Minn. PUC LEXIS at *9-10 (Minn. PUC, Dec. 31, 1986).

See In the Matter of the Commission, on its own motion, to
determine appropriate policy regarding access to residents
of multiple dwelling units (MOUs) in Nebraska by competitive
local exchange telecommunications providers, Application No.
C-1878/PI-23, Order Establishing Statewide Policy for MDU
Access, slip op. at 4 (Neb. PSC, entered March 2, 1999).
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require SBC and Ameritech both to locate the demarcation point at

the MPOE in newer buildings20 and, in older buildings, to

relocate the demarcation point (and thereby permit a single point

of CLEC interface) at the MPOE at the request of the building

21owner. Hence, both SBC and Ameritech must already be prepared

to provide an SPOI in multi-tenant buildings (if they are not

already doing so). Based on these circumstances, the conditions

proposed by SBC/Ameritech are nothing more than promises to do

what they already are required to do. There certainly is no

reason for a "trial" period.

Moreover, the trial proposed by SBC/Ameritech is unlikely to

have any meaningful effect on competitive options for consumers

in multi-unit buildings within the SBC/Ameritech region. For

example, the trial may be limited to only one commercial multi-

tenant building in only one city in the entire expansive region

22that would be covered by the merged company. In addition, a

good portion of the commercial multi-tenant environment is

20

21

22

See 47 C.F.R. § 68.3(b) (2) (for buildings in which wiring is
installed after August 13, 1990, the demarcation point is
located at the MPOE) .

See Review of Sections 68.104 and 68.213 of the Commission's
Rules concerning Connection of Simple Inside Wiring to the
Telephone Network, CC Docket No. 88-57, Order on
Reconsideration, Second Report and Order and Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 12 FCC Rcd 11897 at n.104
(1997) (holding that for buildings in which wiring was
installed prior to August 13, 1990, the carrier must move
the demarcation point to the MPOE at the request of the
building owner) .

See SBC/Ameritech Proposed Conditions at ~ 57(c) ("In at
least one city, the trial shall include at least one MTU.").
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entirely ignored by the proposed trial. SBC/Ameritech defines an

MTU as a "multi-tenant premises housing small businesses. ,,23 As

proposed, the trial -- limited to residential buildings and

"MTUs" -- would exclude buildings that contain only medium-sized

and large commercial tenants. There is no basis (other than the

fear of losing medium to large-sized business customers to

competitors) for not including in the trial buildings containing

medium and large-sized businesses.

Finally, SBC/Ameritech offers to install wiring in newly

constructed or retrofitted buildings to provide for an spar for a

period of three years after the Merger Closing Date. 24 As noted

above, the carriers are already required to implement this

25approach. Even if the Commission's rules did not require an

spar, there would be no reason -- other than anti-competitive

incentives -- to cease the practice after three years. This is

particularly true in light of the fact that even more facilities-

based carriers likely will be active in the market in three years

and dependent upon access to an spar for efficient competitive

delivery of services to end users.

The intra-building wiring conditions proposed by

SBC/Ameritech amount to promises to comply with existing

regulations or to implement trials that will have little or no

effect on the competitive landscape within the SBC/Ameritech

23 rd. at , 57.

24 rd. at , 58.

25
47 C.F.R. § 68.3(b)(2).
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region. Consequently, they will not further the pro-competitive

goals of the Commission.

V. THE VAGUENESS OF THE PROPOSALS COULD LEAD TO ANTICOMPETITIVE
IMPLEMENTATION.

The vague language of the proposed conditions could result

in anticompetitive implementation by SBC/Ameritech. In

particular, the general nature of the proposal to give

competitors access to cabling in multi-tenant commercial

buildings permits various interpretations, which could result in

anticompetitive conduct by SBC/Ameritech. For example, the

proposed condition specifies only that CLECs will be given

"access at a single point of interface to the cabling that

SBC/Ameritech controls. ,,26 This language gives SBC/Ameritech the

option of locating the SPOI at some point well within a building.

Moreover, the proposed condition fails to mention the prices that

SBC/Ameritech will charge for use of the intra-building wiring,

thereby implicitly permitting SBC/Ameritech to charge excessive

and anticompetitive prices for such use. Finally, the "cabling

that SBC/Ameritech controls,,27 may exclude some facilities and

spaces essential to facilities-based competition within a multi-

tenant building. Each of these problems directly conflicts with

one of the primary goals of the proposed conditions -- to promote

competition. If the Commission finds that conditional approval

of the merger satisfies the public interest, it should eliminate

26

27

SBC/Ameritech Proposed Conditions at ~ 57(d).
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the possibility that the conditions could allow the

anticompetitive results described below to occur.

The proposed condition does not require SBC!Ameritech to

locate the SPOI at the MPOE. 28 In fact, the proposed condition

fails to specify any location in the intra-building wiring system

at which the SPOI should be established. To illustrate the

dangers of this omission, consider the ramifications of allowing

SBC!Ameritech to locate the SPOI at some point deep within the

building -- such as the top floor. If the SPOI is located on the

top floor of a building, there may be left a large stretch of

intra-building wiring that remains part of the SBC!Ameritech

network to which carriers do not have access. As a result,

facilities-based competitors would be left with two equally

unattractive options -- re-construct that portion of

SBC!Ameritech's intra-building network between the MPOE and the

SPOI, or pay SBC!Ameritech an as yet unspecified amount for use

of the intra-building network.

Neither option promotes competition. In fact, both permit

SBC!Ameritech to engage in anticompetitive conduct. First,

reconstructing even a portion of the intra-building network could

28 Of course, the anti-competitive effects described in this
section would apply to both proposed conditions regarding
access to intra-building wiring in multi-tenant buildings if
SBC!Ameritech does not locate the SPOI at the MPOE. The
FCC's rules define the minimum point of entry as "either the
closed practicable point to where the wiring crosses a
property line or the closest practicable point to where the
wiring enters a multiunit building or buildings. The
telephone company's reasonable and nondiscriminatory
standard operating practices shall determine which shall
apply." 47 C.F.R. § 68.3.
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cost facilities-based competitors thousands of dollars per

building and further delay implementation of competitive service

to that building. Consequently, while facilities-based

competitors would be spending valuable time and money

reinstalling wiring on every floor below the SBC/Ameritech chosen

SPOI, SBC/Ameritech would be able to continue to provide service

over the existing wiring and claim that they had provided

"access" to the cabling that SBC/Ameritech controls.

SBC/Ameritech would thereby appear to fulfill its obligation

under the proposed condition, but in reality create an

anticompetitive environment for facilities-based competitors.

Second, competitors may be able to pay SBC/Ameritech for use

of the intra-building wiring to which they would not have access

if the SPOI is located well within the building. This option, at

first glance, appears feasible. The proposed condition, however,

fails to specify or even mention the prices that SBC/Ameritech

may charge competitors for use of the intra-building wiring. The

proposed condition addresses only administrative costs and costs

incurred as part of recabling and reconfiguration efforts. As a

result, the failure to set pricing standards creates another

opportunity for SBC/Ameritech to engage in anticompetitive

conduct. Under the proposed condition, SBC/Ameritech could set

prices for use of its intra-building wiring at excessive amounts,

effectively prohibiting potential competitors from using

inaccessible intra-building wiring and offering competitive

service. Moreover, this scenario would require CLECs to first

negotiate with a multi-tenant building owner for access to the

-14-



building and then to negotiate separately with the ILEC, the

CLEC's chief competitor, for access to certain facilities within

the building. An increase in the parties with whom a CLEC must

negotiate for access increases the likelihood that one part of

the negotiations will be unsuccessful or protracted (thereby

preventing access to the consumers within the building in a

timely manner). The process of obtaining access to intra­

building wiring need not be so complex, expensive, and time­

consuming.

Finally, the cabling "controlled" by SBC/Ameritech to which

the trial applies may exclude some facilities and spaces

essential to facilities-based competition within a multi-tenant

building, such as equipment rooms and cross-connect devices.

Once again, the vague language of the proposed condition would

permit SBC/Ameritech to comply facially with the condition while

simultaneously acting to anticompetitively affect its

competitors. If the proposed condition is adopted, SBC/Ameritech

could decide to grant CLECs access to an SPOI, but require CLECs

to pay for access to all other spaces and facilities within the

building (or deny access entirely) and charge prohibitively high

prices for such access. Facilities-based competitors would

thereby incur additional costs and waste valuable time, creating

anticompetitive results similar to those that would be produced

if a competitor were forced to reconstruct the intra-building

wiring.

As drafted, the proposed condition leaves open several

possible avenues that could lead to anticompetitive

-15-



implementation. Any conditions ultimately adopted by the

Commission should provide clear and unambiguous requirements that

SBC!Arneritech must follow. If conditional approval of this

merger is truly going to promote competition, the conditions

adopted cannot allow for the development of loopholes that would

permit SBC!Arneritech to engage in anticompetitive conduct.

Accordingly, facilities-based competitors participating in the

trials proposed by SBC!Arneritech must be assured access to an

SPOI located at the MPOE, and use of other facilities and spaces

within the building at reasonable, competitive prices.

-16-



VI. CONCLUSION

The proposals submitted by SBC/Ameritech are inadequate to

achieve the Commission's stated goals. For the foregoing

reasons, WinStar and Teligent respectfully urge the Commission to

ensure that any intra-building wiring conditions that are

ultimately adopted are meaningful and effective in achieving the

Commission's goals. To that end, the proposed conditions should

be revised to require SBC/Ameritech to locate the demarcation

point at the MPOE in all multi-tenant buildings in the

SBC/Ameritech region and to permit CLEC interface with intra-

building wiring at that point prior to approval of the merger.

Respectfully submitted,

WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
and TELIGENT, INC.

Laurence E. Harris
David S. Turetsky
Terri B. Natoli
TELIGENT, INC.
Suite 400
8065 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182
(703) 762-5100

Dated: July 19, 1999

By: ~r(~~+---
Gunnar D. Halley
Angie Kronenberg
WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER
Suite 600
1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 328-8000

Attorneys for WINSTAR
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
and TELIGENT, INC.

Robert G. Berger
Joseph M. Sandri, Jr.
Russell C. Merbeth
WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
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1146 19th Street, N.W.
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(202) 833-5678
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Counsel for Edgemont
Neighborhood Coalition

Elizabeth Nightingale*
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Johanna Mikes*
Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Bill Rogerson*
Office of Plans & Policy
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Tom Krattenmaker*
Office of Plans & Policy
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

International Transcription Service*
1231 20th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Kerry Bruce
City of Toledo
Department of Public Utilities
420 Madison Avenue, Suite 100
Toledo, Ohio 43604-1219
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Philip W. Horton, Esq.
Arnold & Porter
555 12th Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004-1206

Counsel for SBC Communications Inc.

Anna Montana, Mayor
Village of Schiller Park
9526 West Irving Park Road
Schiller Park, IL 60176

Mary Carol Kelley
Director, Worldwide Communications
Compaq Computer Corporation
20555 Tomball Parkway
Houston, TX 77070

Guy T. Gray
VP Telecommunications
Cendant Corporation
6 Sylvan Way
Parsippany, NJ 07054

CTC Communications Group
William L. Fishman
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 2007-5116

Dr. Mark Cooper
Consumer Federation of America
1424 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Antoinette Cook Bush
Skadden Arps Slate Meagher

& Flom LLP
1440 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005-2111

Counsel for Ameritech Corporation

Mavis Pizella
Manager, Network Services
Levi Strauss & Co.
Levis Plaza
P.O. Box 7215
San Francisco, CA 94120

Nina Holland
AMOCO
501 Westlake Park Boulevard
Post Office Box 3092
Houston, TX 77253-3092

G. Nichols Simonds
Vice President & Chief Information Officer
Emmerson Electric Co.
8000 West Florissant Avenue
St. Louis, MO 63136

John Vitale
Bear, Stearns & Co., Inc.
245 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10167

Ronald J. Binz
Executive Director
CPI - Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, NW, Suite 520
Washington, DC 20005
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Frederic Lee Ruck
Executive Director
The National Association of

Telecommunications Officers and Advisors
1650 Tysons Blvd., Suite 200
McLean, Virginia 22102

Merle C. Bone
Shell Oil Company
One Shell Plaza
P.O. Box 2463
Houston, TX 77252-2463

Edward Jones
201 Progress Parkway
Maryland Heights, MO 63043-3042

Richard B. Davis
Telecommunications Manager
A. H. Belo Corporation
P.O. Box 655327
Dallas, TX 75205

South Austin Community Coalition
Council, et al.

Walter Ryan Jr., Tuesdo re Chabraja,
Anita B. Hall, Robert Rifkin
Kenneth T. Goldstein
c/o Krislov & Associates, Us.
Suite 2120
222 North La Salle Street
Chicago,IL 60601-1066

Kansas Corporation Commission
Elisabeth H. Ross, Its attorney
Birch, Horton, Bittner and Cherot
1155 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Pam Whittington
Public Utility Commission of Texas
1701 N. Congress Avenue.
P. O. Box 13326
Austin, TX 78711-3326

Terry L. Etter
David C. Bergmann
Ohio Consumers I Counsel
77 S. High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0550

Corecomm Newco, Inc.
Eric J. Branfman
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20008

McLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.

Richard M. Rindler
Douglas G. Bonner
Swidler & Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007-5116

JSM Tele-Page, Inc.
Thomas Gutierrez, Its Attorney
Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs, Chartered
1111 Nineteenth Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Terence J. Ferguson
Senior Vice President and Special Counsel
Level 3 Communications, Inc.
3555 Farnum Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68131
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The Parkview Areawide Seniors, Inc.
c/o Joseph P. Meissner
Attorney at Law
Cleveland Legal Aid Society
1223 West 6th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44113

Janice Mathis, Esquire
Counsel
Rainbow/PUSH Coalition
930 East 50th Street
Chicago, Illinois 60615

Focal Communications
Russell M. Blau
Robert V. Zener
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007-5116

Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc.
Douglas G. Bonner
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007-5116

Its Attorneys

Debra Berlyn
Executive Director
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, DC 20005

Kent Lassman
Regulatory Policy Analyst
Citizens for a Sound Economy Foundation
1250 H Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005-3908

Allen Parker
Village Manager
Village of Maywood
115 South Fifth Avenue
Maywood,IL 60153

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
Steven T. Nourse
Assistant Attorney General
Public Utilities Section
180 E. Broad Street
Columbus,OH 43215

Lisa Youngers
MCI WorldCOM, Inc.
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

The Alarm Industry Communications Committee
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Its Attorneys

Lynda L. Dorr
Wisconsin Public Service Commission
610 N. Whitney Way
Madison, WI 53705-2729

Its Attorney

Angela Ledford
Executive Director
Keep America Connected!
P.O. Box 27911
Washington, DC 20005

Jeffrey J. Ward
Ross, Dixon & Masback, L.L.P.
601 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
North Building
Washington, DC 20004-2688

Jeffrey A. Eisenach
President
The Progress & Freedom Foundation
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 550 East
Washington, DC 20005
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David C. Bergmann
Assistant Consumers I Counsel
Ohio Consumers I Counsel
77 S. High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266-0550
Counsel for Consumer Coalition; Indiana Office

of Utility Consumer Counselor; Missouri Office
of the Public Counsel; Ohio Consumers 1

Counsel; Texas Office of the Public Utility
Counsel; The Utility Reform Network

KatWeen F. O'Reilly
Attorney at Law
414 "A" Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003
Counsel for Michigan Consumer Federation

John Heitmann
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for e.spire Communications, Inc.

Sandy Ibaugh
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
Suite E306
Indiana Government Center South, 302
10 Washington Street
Indiannapolis, Indiana 46204

Time Warner Telecom Inc.
Thomas Jones
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21st Street, NW - Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036

Its Attorney

Communications Workers of America
1819 Hymer Avenue
Sparks, NV 89431

Walter Steimel, Jr.
Marjorie K. Conner
Hunton & Williams
1900 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20006
Counsel for Pilgrim Telephone, Inc.

Leon Kestenbaum
Sprint Communications Company L.P.
1850 M Street, N.W.
11th Floor
Washington, DC 20036

AT&T Corp.
C. Frederick Beckner, III
Sidley & Austin
1722 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006-3705

Its Attorney

KMC Telecommunications, Inc.
Mary C. Albert
Swidler Berlin Shereff & Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 2007-5116

Its Attorney
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Telecommunications Resellers Association
Charles C. Hunter
Hunter Communications Law Group, P.C.
1620 Eye Street, NW - Suite 701
Washington, DC 20006

Its Attorney

Cynthia R. Bryant
Office of Public Counsel
Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Truman State Office Building
Jefferson City, M0 65102

* By Hand Delivery

Jonathan Askin
Association for Local Telecommunications

Services
888 17th Street, NW
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20006

~~~a~
Rosalynhke
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